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The title I have been asked to comment on requires me, I suppose, to answer two questions.
First, what distinguishes Buchanan’s contractarian liberalism from other branches of the
classical liberal tradition? And, second, in what sense is the distinctiveness of Buchanan’s
contractarianism relevant for a ‘modern’ liberalism?
Before I address these questions directly, a few introductory remarks are in order to prepare
the ground for the arguments I want to develop.
-

I presume all varieties of liberalism that may be legitimately counted within the
classical liberal tradition to share as their common core
o the emphasis on individual liberty as the foundational principle of a
desirable social order, and
o a prima facie preference for markets as institutional arrangements within
which voluntary contracts are the principal means by which individuals
coordinate their activities.

-

In contrasting Buchanan’s contractarianism with other branches within the
classical liberal tradition I need to be selective. I shall concentrate my comparison
on Murray Rothbard’s free-market libertarianism as the extreme counterpart to
Buchanan’s contractarian liberalism and on F.A. Hayek’s evolutionary liberalism
as an intermediate position. In so doing, I presume that what I argue with regard to
them is, more or less, relevant for other branches of the classical liberal tradition as
well.

-

As F.A. Hayek has emphasized, when we talk about social order we must
distinguish between the order of rules and the order of actions, i.e. between the
rules of the game that govern the behavior of the individuals involved and the
patterns of actions that result from the individuals’ choices within a given
framework of rules. This corresponds to Buchanan’s distinction between two
levels of choice, choice within rules (the sub-constitutional level) and choice of
rules (the constitutional level).
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-

The order of rules, the constitutional framework, is essential in determining the
nature of the order of actions. While the latter is the immediate object of interest
when the ‘desirability’ of a social order is at issue, the order of rules is the indirect
object of evaluation because of its instrumental role in shaping the order of actions.
Rules are not ends in themselves but instruments for shaping the resulting patterns
of actions.

-

Any conception of a desirable social order must include two components, namely
a normative criterion against which the ‘desirability’ of different social orders is to
be compared, and factual assumptions about what are suitable measures (in
particular: rules) to create a ‘desirable’ social order. Accordingly, disagreements
on what qualifies as a desirable social order may be due either to disagreements on
which normative criteria should be applied or to different factual assumptions
about what are suitable means for bringing about what is considered desirable (or
both).

-

In comparing Buchanan’s, Rothbard’s and Hayek’s respective versions of
liberalism my primary interest will be in identifying the nature of the differences
that separate them. If their disagreement is about the normative criterion that a
classical liberal outlook implies it is concerned with what I propose to call matters
of principle. If their disagreement is about what are adequate means for achieving
a liberal order it is concerned with what I propose to call matters of prudence.

-

At the constitutional level matters of principle are intimately linked to the issue of
legitimacy, the issue of who is authorized to decide what counts as a ‘desirable’
constitutional order (or order of rules). Matters of prudence are about the issue of
instrumental adequacy, about what provisions should be prudently included in a
constitutional order as suitable instruments for achieving a ‘desirable’ order of
actions.

Individual Liberty, Private Autonomy and Constitutional Choice
As noted above, I presume that all branches within the classical liberal tradition share as their
common core an emphasis on individual liberty as the foundational principle of a desirable
social order. From this it would seem natural to conclude that Buchanan, Rothbard and Hayek
equally base their liberal concepts on a normative individualism in the sense that the
evaluations of the individuals themselves are the only source from which legitimacy in social
2

matters can ultimately be derived. Accordingly, one might be inclined to assume that if any
differences exist between their respective approaches they can only be about matters of
prudence but not about matters of principle. And, in fact, when Buchanan (1999 [1986]: 461)
speaks of “the individualistic value norm on which a liberal social order is grounded,”
Rothbard and Hayek appear to invoke the same “value norm” when the former insists that
“only individuals have ends … only individuals can desire and act” (Rothbard 1970: 2), and
when the latter notes that “it is the recognition of the individual as the ultimate judge of his
ends … that forms the essence of the individualist position” (Hayek 1972: 59). Yet, even
though Buchanan (2001 [1977]: 27) posits that the “libertarian anarchist and the contractarian
share the individualistic value premise,” on closer inspection one cannot fail to notice that
there are subtle differences between the ways in which the three authors interpret “the
individualistic value norm.”
It is the emphasis on individual liberty as private autonomy that constitutes the
unifying core of the classical liberal tradition. And it is this understanding of individual liberty
that Hayek implies when he describes individual liberty as “freedom under the law” (1960:
153), as a condition in which liberty is “limited only by the same abstract rules that apply
equally to all” (ibid.: 155).2 The chief aim of what he refers to as “liberal constitutionalism”
is, as he puts it, “to provide institutional safeguards of individual freedom” (1973: 1) and to
protect an “assured private sphere” (1960: 13), “a recognizable private domain” (1967: 162).3
Liberty as private autonomy means freedom of choice within rules – the private law order and
public regulations – that define individuals’ (property) rights.4 Accordingly, what individual
liberty means in substance depends on how these rights are defined, and to the extent that their
definition changes over time and differs across different communities individuals’ private
domains will be differently demarcated. Hayek (1960: 229) explicitly points to this fact when
he notes that “the recognition of the law of private property does not determine what exactly
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Hayek (1979: 111): “Individual liberty … requires that coercion be used only to enforce the universal rules of
just conduct protecting the individual domains and that the individual can be restrained only in such conduct as
may encroach upon the protected domain of others.” – Hayek (1978: 109): “The limitation of all coercion to the
enforcement of general rules of just conduct was the fundamental principle of classical liberalism, or, I would
almost say, its definition of liberty.”
3
See also Hayek’s reference to “the recognized rules of just conduct designed to define and protect the
individual domain of each” (1979: 109), and to “a private sphere delimited by general rules enforced by the
state” (1960: 144f.).
4
Hayek (1960: 139): “The ‘rights’ of the individual are the result of the recognition of such a private sphere.” –
“The recognition of property is clearly the first step in the delimitation of the private sphere which protects us
against coercion” (ibid.: 140).
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should be the content of this right.”5 In other words, Hayek recognizes that, in establishing a
liberal order, we face a problem of constitutional choice in the sense that the rules of the game
are, explicitly or tacitly, selected from a set of potential alternatives. This raises of course the
question of how different rule-systems can themselves be comparatively evaluated in terms of
the fundamental “individualistic value norm” which assigns to the individuals themselves the
role as “ultimate judges.”
Hayek does not directly address this question, a question that can clearly not be
answered by invoking individual liberty qua private autonomy as the normative standard since
it is itself defined in terms of that (the “abstract rules”) which it were to judge. He clearly
invokes, though, a normative criterion when he speaks of “appropriate rules”6 and when he
warns against the error of presuming that “the law of property and contract were given once
and for all in its final and most appropriate form” (Hayek 1948: 111). He also offers sporadic
hints at what he means by “appropriate rules,” e.g. when he describes them as rules that “will
make the market economy work at its best” (ibid.: 111), when he states that our aim in
“altering or developing them should be to improve as much as possible the chances of anyone
selected at random” (1976: 129f.), or when he notes that “we should regard as the most
desirable order of society one which we should choose if we knew that our initial position in it
would be decided purely by chance” (ibid.: 132). Yet, he does not systematically discuss how
these standards of “appropriateness” are related to the fundamental “individualistic value
norm.” Instead, he emphasizes the need to rely on experience in constitutional matters and
draws attention to the process of cultural evolution as an experimental discovery procedure
that helps men to find out, by trial-and-error, which rules are and which are not
“appropriate.”7
It is no more than a conclusion from what has been said above when Hayek (1960:
158) states: “What exactly is to be included in that bundle of rights that we call ‘property,’ …
what contracts the state is to enforce, are all issues in which only experience will show what is
the most expedient arrangement.” He thereby expresses a view, however, that is in stark
contrast to a central tenet of Murray Rothbard’s free-market liberalism. While Rothbard fully
shares Hayek’s emphasis on individual liberty as private autonomy, he strongly disagrees with
5

Hayek (1948: 19): “But if our main conclusion is that an individualist order must rest on the enforcement of
abstract principles … this still leaves open the question of the kind of general rules we want.”
6
Hayek (1978: 124f.): “Adam Smith’s decisive contribution was the account of a self-generating order which
formes itself spontaneously if the individuals were constrained by appropriate rules of law.”
7
To the role of Hayek’s theory of cultural evolution in the context of his version of liberalism – which is indeed
the reason why I refer to it as “evolutionary liberalism” – I shall return below.
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Hayek’s cautious view on the issue of how we can know what rules are “appropriate” for
demarcating the “assured private sphere” that defines the substance of “individual liberty.”8
According to Rothbard 2002 [1973]: 26), it is “the natural rights basis for the libertarian
creed” that provides the definite answer to this issue. In other words, from Rothbard’s natural
rights perspectiv the law of property and contract is indeed “given once and for all in its final
form.” There exists no problem of constitutional choice that would need to be addressed in
terms of the “individualistic value norm.” The question of what rules should be adopted
becomes, instead, a cognitive problem for which there can be only right or wrong answers, not
one of subjective evaluation to be decided by “the individual as the ultimate judge.”
Rothbard’s ideal libertarian society is a “society formed solely by … an unhampered
market, or a free market.” (1970: 77). It is “a market society unhampered by the use of
violence or theft against any man’s person or property” (ibid.: 152),9 or, as Rothbard’s
follower H.-H. Hoppe calls it, a pure “private law society.”10 For Rothbard the question of
“whether or not a certain practice or law is or is not consonant with the free market” (ibid.:
654) is to be judged in terms of whether or not it involves “implicit or explicit theft” (ibid.),
for which, in turn, the “institution of private property” (ibid.: 156) provides the required
standard. And, as noted above, the question of how we are to determine the appropriate legal
specification of the “institution of private property” Rothbard (1998 [1982]: 17) answers by
invoking the “natural law discoverable by reason.” As he asserts: “In fact, the legal principles
of any society can be established in three alternative ways: (a) by following the traditional
custom of the tribe or the community; (b) by obeying the arbitrary, ad hoc will of those who
rule the State apparatus; or (c) by the use of man’s reason in discovering the natural law …
Here we may simply affirm that the latter method is at once the most appropriate for man”
(ibid.).11
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Hayek (1960: 139): “Nor would it be desirable to have the particular contents of a man’s private sphere fixed
once and for all.”
9
To the quoted statement Rothbard (1970: 152) adds the comment: “The question of the means by which this
condition is best established is not at present under consideration. … Whether the enforcement is undertaken by
each person or by some sort of agency, we assume here that such a condition – the existence of an unhampered
market – is maintained in some way.”
10
H.-H. Hoppe (2001: 235f.): “Liberals will have to recognize that … liberalism has to be transformed into the
theory of private property anarchism (or a private law society) … Private property anarchism is simply
consistent liberalism; liberalism thought through to its ultimate conclusion, or liberalism restored to its original
intent.”
11
When Hayek (1978: 137) speaks of “indefeasible or natural rights of the individual (also described as
fundamental rights or rights of man)” as – along with “the separation of powers” – one of “two conceptions
characteristic of liberal constitutionalism” he is clearly not endorsing the kind of natural law philosophy that
Rothbard advocates. In Hayek’s evolutionary liberalism the concept of natural rights can find a systematic place
only in the sense that the codification of law always takes place in the context of pre-existing, shared customary
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Once the ground for further argument is provided in this fashion it is only a matter of
logic for Rothbard to conclude that, since all legitimate within-market transactions are based
on voluntary contracts among the parties involved (market exchange being the paradigm
example of a voluntary contract),12 the market society or private law society is a contractual
society,13 a “genuinely co-operative society” (Rothbard 1970: 84) with “benefits for all
participating individuals” (ibid.: 78). As Rothbard (1956: 250) reasons: “The free market is
the name for the array of all the voluntary exchanges that take place in the world. Since every
exchange demonstrates an unanimity of benefit for both parties concerned, we must conclude
that the free market benefits all its participants.” The problem with such reasoning is, though,
that it disregards the fundamental difference between choices within rules and choices of
rules, the very distinction that is at the heart of Buchanan’s contractarianism. To be sure, from
the fact that the participants voluntarily agree to the transactions they carry out within the
rules of the “market game” we may justly conclude that they all expect to benefit from these
transactions. Yet, it does not allow us to conclude that they all expect to benefit from the
“market game” as such, with its particular rules, compared to “games” played under different
rules. The question whether players agree to moves within a game with given rules must
surely be distinguished from the question of whether they agree to the rules themselves.
What sets Buchanan’s contractarian liberalism apart from Rothbard’s as well as from
Hayek’s (and also other) interpretations of the classical liberal tradition is that he not only
explicitly distinguishes – as Hayek also does – between two levels of choice, the
constitutional and the sub-constitutional level, but insists that “the individualistic value norm
upon which a liberal social order is grounded” requires us to respect individuals’ freedom of
choice at both levels. In Buchanan’s (1999 [1991]: 288) own words:
“The justificatory foundation for a liberal social order lies, in my understanding, in the
normative premise that individuals are the ultimate sovereigns in matters of social
organization, that individuals are the beings who are entitled to choose the
organizational-institutional structures under which they will live. In accordance with
this premise, the legitimacy of social-organizational structures is to be judged against
the voluntary agreement of those who are to live or are living under the arrangements
that are judged. The central premise of individuals as sovereigns does allow for
delegation of decision-making authority to agents, so long as it remains understood
rules, or, as Hayek (1979: 123) puts it, that “government never starts from a lawless state.” – See also Hayek
(1976: 60): “The evolutionary approach to law … which is here defended has thus little to do with the rationalist
theories of natural law as with legal positivism.”
12
Rothbard (1970: 72): “The major form of voluntary interaction is voluntary interpersonal exchange. … The
essence of the exchange is that both people make it because they expect that it will benefit them.”
13
Rothbard (1970: 77): “A society based on voluntary exchanges is called a contractual society.”
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that individuals remain as principals. The premise denies legitimacy to all socialorganizational arrangements that negate the role of individuals as either sovereigns or
principals. On the other hand, the normative premise of individuals as sovereigns does
not provide exclusive normative legitimacy to organizational structures that – as, in
particular, market institutions – allow internally for the most extensive range of
separate individual choice. Legitimacy must also be extended to ‘choice-restricting’
institutions so long as the participating individuals voluntarily choose to live under
such regimes.”
It is the very question of “the ultimate justification for regimes of social interaction” that, as
Buchanan (ibid.: 281) charges, has often been neglected by “advocates of a liberal or free
society embodying the maximal exercise of individual liberties.” And it is indeed his singular
merit not only to have persistently put this question on the liberal agenda but to have shown
how it can be consistently answered from a classical liberal perspective.
The emphasis on individual liberty as private autonomy is for Buchanan no less than
for Hayek at the heart of the classical liberal tradition,14 and no less than Rothbard he praises
the market as an arena for voluntary cooperation, as “the institutional embodiment of the
voluntary exchange processes that are entered into by individuals in their several capacities”
(Buchanan 1979: 31). What distinguishes his contractarian liberalism is the insistence that
classical liberals, if they consistently adhere to their normative individualism, are required to
respect individuals as “ultimate judges” not only when they act as private law subjects within
the market arena but also in matters of constitutional choice. Buchanan does not dispute
Hayek’s arguments on the beneficial role that cultural evolution may play as an experimental
discovery process, but he insists that such arguments cannot per se answer the question of
how alternative institutional arrangements – or systems of rules – are to be judged in terms of
the classical liberal “individualistic value premise.”15 And as far as the “natural rights’” are
concerned that Rothbard invokes as the standard for how the boundaries of individuals’
private domains should be drawn, Buchanan insists that, if they are not meant outright to deny
individuals’ freedom to choose the rules under which they wish to live, such “natural
boundaries” can have legitimizing force only to the extent that the individuals involved agree
on where they lie. The “ultimate test for the existence of natural boundaries must,” so
Buchanan (2001 [1977]: 25) argues, “lie in the observed attitudes of individuals themselves.”

14

Buchanan (1975: 24): “Under regimes whose individual rights to do things are well defined and recognized,
the free market offers maximal scope … for individual freedom in its most elementary meaning.”
15
For a comparison between Buchanan’s contractarian liberalism and Hayek’s evolutionary liberalism see
Vanberg 1994.
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From a contractarian perspective à la Buchanan, a free-market libertarian who “finds it
necessary to presume that there are definite and well-understood ‘natural boundaries’ to
individuals’ rights” (ibid.: 23f.) would seem to face the following choice: If his “natural
rights” are supposed to command authority independently of agreement among the individuals
concerned, he must claim that those who correctly “read” these rights are entitled to override
the judgment of erring dissenters, denying them the status as “ultimate judges” in
constitutional matters. Alternatively, if he acknowledges that “natural rights” cannot be
determined independently of “the observed attitudes of individuals themselves,” he must
address the issue of how, according to the individualistic value premise, such rights are
supposed to be derived from individuals’ “observed attitudes.”16 In other words, the freemarket libertarian would have to deal with the very same problem for which Buchanan seeks
to provide a consistently individualistic solution.17
The solution that Buchanan proposes starts from the diagnosis that, since “rules of the
game,” if they are to serve their coordinating function, must be shared among the parties
involved, their definition is necessarily a matter of (explicit or implicit) collective choice,18
and that, if such choice is to comply with the individualistic value premise, it can derive its
(ultimate) legitimacy from no other source than agreement among the individuals involved,
i.e. from the same source that provides legitimacy to voluntary market exchanges. As far as
the manifold private collective associations, such as business firms or clubs, are concerned
which exist within the market arena, free-market libertarians appear to have no difficulty
conceding that, what legitimizes their day-to-day operation is the participants’ voluntary
agreement to their respective constitutions, even if these constitutions impose significant
limits on the individuals’ within-period freedom of choice. Buchanan does no more than
extend the very same criterion that the libertarian applies to constitutional choice within the
market to the constitutional choices that define the institutional framework of the market,
choices that, by their very nature, cannot be made other than through the political process.
This is the principal tenet of what he describes as “exchange conceptualization of politics”
(Buchanan 1999 [1986]: 461), a conceptualization that generalizes “the model of voluntary
16

If there is no agreement on what rights are “natural,” conflicting interpretations can only be settled by one
interpretation being imposed on those who disagree raising the question of what legitimizes such imposition.
Alternatively, if there is agreement on what rules should be respected, it is the agreement that provides
legitimacy, and calling the agreed-on rules “natural” serves only as an expandable decoration.
17
Mises (1957: 49) recognizes this problem when he notes: “Thus the appeal to natural law does not settle the
dispute. It merely substitutes dissent concerning the interpretation of natural law for dissenting judgments of
value.”
18
Buchanan and Tullock (1962: 46) speak of the “collectivization of activity that is involved in the initial
definition of human and property rights and the enforcement of sanctions against violations of these rights.”
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exchange among individuals” (ibid.) from simple bilateral exchange-contracts to the inclusive
constitutional contracts among individuals as citizens of political communities, comparable to
the inclusive constitutional contracts they enter into as members of private associations. As
Buchanan (1989: 179) argues: “If politics … is modeled as a cooperative effort of individuals
to further or advance their own interests and values … it is evident that all persons must be
brought into agreement. … The complex exchange that describes a change in the constitution
(in the rules) is no different in this fundamental respect from simple exchange between two
traders.”19
Bringing persons into agreement poses, of course, additional problems when we move
from exchange transactions, whether bilateral or multilateral, to organizational-collective
arrangements. Exchange transactions take place only if and when all trading parties agree.
Absent agreement there is no transaction. By contrast, organizational-collective arrangements
are based on continuing contractual relations the purpose of which is to allow a group of
persons to carry out joint actions over a (definitive or open-ended) period of time. For such
joint enterprises the agreement-issue arises at two levels, the constitutional level at which the
rules that define the terms of operation are to be chosen, and the sub-constitutional level at
which the day-to-day operational decisions are to be made. At both levels collective choices
have to be made and, strictly speaking, bringing all participants into agreement would require
that these choices be made unanimously. As Buchanan (1999 [1986]: 463) puts it: “The
political analogue to decentralized trading among individuals must be that feature common
over all exchanges, which is agreement among the individuals who participate. The unanimity
rule for collective choice is the political analogue to freedom of exchange of partionable
goods in markets.”
If the unanimity rule is to serve for collective choices the same role that agreement
among the trading parties plays in legitimizing market transactions, obvious questions of
practicability arise, especially in large-number settings. As far as collective choices at the subconstitutional level are concerned, Buchanan’s and Tullock’s classic contribution The
Calculus of Consent (1962) specifies the arguments why rational individuals have prudential
reasons to agree to forgo the veto-right that the unanimity rule would grant them. Yet, for
19

Buchanan (1999 [1986]: 461): “Improvement in the workings of politics is measured in terms of the
satisfaction of that which is desired by individuals, whatever this may be, rather than in terms of moving closer
to some externally-defined, supra-individualistic ideal.” – See also (ibid.; 462): “An indirect evaluation may be
based on some measure of the degree to which the political process facilitates the translation of expressed
individual preferences into observed political outcomes. The focus of evaluative attention becomes the process
itself … (T)he constitution of politics rather than policy itself becomes the relevant object for reform.”
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constitutional choices the practicability of the unanimity rule remains an issue. For private
organized collectives operating within a market arena there is a straightforward answer to this
issue. Just as exchange contracts concluded within the rules of the market can be claimed to
be legitimized by the voluntary agreement among the trading parties, constitutional contracts
on which private organized collectives are based can equally be claimed to be legitimized by
the participants’ voluntary choices to join and to remain within the joint enterprise.20 The
situation is, however, obviously different as we move to the level of organized polities, the
level where the very rights individuals enjoy as private law subjects are defined. Admittedly,
the tasl to specify how individual sovereignty can be effectively exercised, and the
legitimizing force of agreement be secured, at the constitutional level of politics poses a
serious challenge to Buchanan’s contractarian liberalism. Yet, this is a challenge that every
classical liberal must face as soon as he seeks to consistently apply the individualistic value
premise not only at the level of choices made within a framework of pre-defined individual
rights but also at the level at which these very rights are defined.

Matters of Principle and Matters of Prudence in Classical Liberalism
The specific differences between the three branches of the classical liberal tradition that I
have contrasted above come into sharper relief when one compares them in light of the
following question: Who is the intended addressee of the arguments that they advance in
support of their respective concept of the “liberal order”? It is in answering this question that
the essential achievement of Buchanan’s contractarian liberalism can be shown most clearly.
With his insistence that a classical liberal outlook, if it is to consistently adhere to its
individualistic value premise, must respect individuals as “ultimate judges” at the
constitutional level of choice no less than at the level of ordinary market choices, Buchanan
forces his fellow-liberals to be more conscious about whom they want to convince of the
merits, or the attractiveness, of their “liberal ideal.” As I will argue below, clarity on this issue
helps to distinguish more convincingly between what should be treated as matters of principle
and what as matters of prudence within the classical liberal tradition.

20

As long as free entry and exit is secured for private organizations operating within a market context the
constitutional contracts on which they are based can be claimed to be legitimized by the participants’ voluntary
agreement – as expressed by their continued participation in an organization –, even if for the prudential reasons
specified by Buchanan and Tullock (1962) the constitution allows for revisions to be made without unanimous
approval of all participants.
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If, as Buchanan’s contractarianism asserts, the individuals themselves must be
respected as ultimate judges in constitutional matters, if it is their judgment that ultimately
decides what counts as a “good society,” then they must surely be seen as the ultimate
addressees of whatever proposals in matters of social organization are made. To be sure,
assigning to the individual group-members or citizens the status as “ultimate addressees”
cannot mean that advocates of liberal constitutional proposals must always cast their
arguments in a language that is suitable for direct communication with “the common man.”
As intellectuals and scholars contractarian liberals, no less than their fellow liberals, will
naturally address their writings directly at their academic peers and it is to their critical
examination that they submit their arguments. The requirement to respect individuals as the
“ultimate judges” means, however, that in their academic discourse liberal scholars impose a
disciplining constraint on their arguments, namely to support whatever constitutional
proposals they advance with arguments that show why – paraphrasing what Hayek has said
about the rules of the market as the “game of catallaxy”21 – the individuals concerned should
“have reasons to agree to the proposed constitutional regime.” It is in this sense, i.e. with
regard to their own judgment on what they regard as a “desirable” constitutional order, that
the individuals themselves must be regarded as the ultimate addressees. Even if they are not
the direct addressees of the arguments exchanged in academic discourse, these arguments
must specify reasons for why the individual constituents of the group whose constitutional
regime is under consideration can be expected to be in favor of what liberals advocate as
“appropriate” rules. Or, stated in yet another way, while the respect for individuals as
sovereigns, in matters of constitutional choice no less than in matters of private autonomy,
must be treated within the liberal doctrine as a matter of principle, particular liberal recipes
for how people should organize their social life, including the liberal preference for markets,
must be argued for on prudential grounds. Their advocates must provide arguments for why
the individuals concerned would serve their own interest when adopting the recommended
recipes.
In the case of Rothbard it is quite obvious that in advocating his free-market liberalism
he does not have the individual citizens in mind as the ultimate judges. Nor does he argue in
terms of reasons why the individuals concerned can be expected to consider his liberal ideal
more desirable than potential alternative constitutional regimes. If, as Rothbard claims, the
rules of the (market) game are unequivocally given by “natural law discoverable by reason”
21

Hayek (1978: 137): “The individuals have reasons to agree to play this game because it makes the pool from
which the individual shares are drawn larger than it can be made by any other method.”
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then what the “rules of the game” should be is pre-ordained and cannot be a matter of
individual preferences. In Rothbard’s free-market liberalism individual liberty is fully realized
within the market arena. At the constitutional level individuals are simply not “free to choose”
or, more precisely, they would be simply in error if they were to choose rules of the game that
are not consonant with the natural law. The question of how property rights should be
specified and which contracts should be enforced is not a matter of evaluative judgment but of
logical reasoning.
When Rothbard (1970: 653) characterizes the “purely free market” as an arena “where
the individual person and property are not subject to molestation,”22 and when he argues that
so-called “external diseconomies” are not “a defect of the free market … (but) the result of
invasions of property, invasions which are ruled out of the free market by definition”
(Rohbard 1956: 259), he makes it appear as if the question of how the line between what
individuals, in exercising their freedom of choice, are allowed and not allowed to do is a
matter of logical deduction from apodictically true first principles, not something that
sovereign individuals decide among themselves, weighing the advantages and disadvantages
of differently drawn demarcations. Just as in the tradition of Misesean apriorism, Rothbard
(1970: xi) claims to be able to deduce “the entire corpus of economics from a few simple and
apodictically true axioms,”23 his “ethics of liberty” is praised for being based on “axiomaticdeductive arguments and proofs” (Hoppe 1998: xxii).24
On the basis of such axiomatically deduced ethical standards Rothbard proclaims, for
instance, that, by contrast to copy-right, the “patent is incompatible with the free market”
(1970: 654). “The crucial difference,” he reasons, “is that copyright is a logical attribute of
property right on the free market, while patent is a monopoly invasion of that right” (ibid.:
655). Where such “logic” reins there is no room whatsoever for individuals to consider among
each other as sovereign citizens how they would want to define copyright- and patent-rules in
light of the advantages and disadvantages that they expect to result from potential alternative
rules. Similarly we can, according to Rothbard, decide on apriori grounds whether cartel
22

Rothbard (1970: 581): “’Free’ … is used in the interpersonal sense of being unmolested by other persons.”
About “praxeology” as the foundational theory Rothbard (1970: 64) notes that it is concerned with the “formal
implications of the fact that men use means to attain various ends,” and he states: “Praxeology asserts the action
axiom as true, and from this … are deduced, by the rules of logical inference, all the propositions of economics”
(ibid.: 65). By contrast to the physical sciences in which “the premises are only hypothetical” (ibid.) this grants,
as Rothbard supposes, economics an “apodictically true” foundation.
24
Hoppe (1998: xxix) speaks of Rothbard’s “rationalist-axiomatic-deductive, praxeological, or Austrianlibertarianism” and notes about “Rothbard’s unique contribution to ethics”: “Ethics … is demonstrably not
dependent and contingent upon agreement or contract … Ethics is the logical-praxeological presupposition …
rather than the result of agreement or contract” (ibid.: xxxiv).
23
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contracts should or should not be permissible in a “free market.” Against “theorists who
attack cartels” because they involve collusion he argues that the “whole concept of ‘restricting
production’ is a fallacy when applied to the free market” (Rothbard 1970: 573,568). Since in
both cases, cartels and business firms, individuals voluntarily pool assets “according to rules
agreed upon by all from the beginning” there is in his view “no essential difference between a
cartel and an ordinary corporation or partnership” (ibid.),25 “nothing distinctively immoral
about such action” (ibid: 564).26
It is because of his natural-rights based axiomatic-deductive ethics that Rothbard
(1970: 562) feels entitled to reject as “inconsistent” William Hutt’s arguments on
“’consumer’s sovereignty’ as an ethical ideal against which the activities of the free market
are to be judged.” He does not even consider the possibility that individuals may have
reasons, as sovereign citizens, to prefer a constitution that seeks to implement this “ethical
ideal,” and that, if he wants to dissuade them from such constitutional choice, he would need
to provide arguments why they can expect their common interests to be better served by what
he suggests. To provide reasons why individuals may, as a matter of prudence if not of
axiomatic logic, want to adopt “consumer’s sovereignty” as a constitutional ideal is, however,
exactly the point of Hutt’s arguments27 who, in this regard, simply restated in more elaborate
ways what Adam Smith (1981 [1976]: 660) had in mind when he said in critique of the
mercantile system: “Consumption is the sole end and purpose of all production; and the
interest of the producer ought to be attended to only so far as it may be necessary for
promoting that of the consumer. The maxim is so perfectly self-evident, that it would be
absurd to attempt to prove it.” Hutt as well as Smith provided arguments why, in comparing
their merits as constitutional ideals, citizens are well advised to prefer the principle of
consumer sovereignty over Rothbard’s (1970: 657) “principle of maximum service to
consumers and producers alike.” In other words, Hutt was aware of the fact that as Buchanan
(2001 [1990]: 40) puts it, at the “constitutional stage decisions must weigh the predicted costs
and benefits of the alternative institutional arrangements” (Buchanan 2001 [1990]: 40). He
did, as Buchanan (1991: 119) notes, “not commit the libertarian blunder of extending the

25

Rothbard (1970: 572): “A common argument holds that cartel action involves collusion. … What is involved
here is co-operation to increase the incomes of the producers. … What is the essence of a cartel action?
Individual producers agree to pool their assets into a common lot … to make the decisions on production and
price policies for all the owners … But is this process not the same as any sort of joint partnership or the
formation of a single corporation?”
26
Rothbard (1970: 570): “To regard a cartel as immoral or as hampering some sort of consumer sovereignty is
therefore completely unwarranted.”
27
For a more detailed discussion see Buchanan 2001 [1988b], and Vanberg 1999: 231ff.; 2005: 37ff.
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defense of the liberties of individuals to enter into ordinary voluntary exchanges to a defense
of the liberties of individuals to enter into voluntary agreements in restraint of trade.”
Whatever their disagreements on issues such as patents or cartels may be, my main
point in comparing Buchanan’s contractarian liberalism and Rothbard’s free-market
libertarianism is not that they differ in what they advocate but in how they advocate it.
Because he insists that liberalism’s individualistic value premise requires one to respect
individuals as sovereigns at the constitutional level of choice no less than in their capacity as
private law subjects, it is a logical conclusion for Buchanan that liberals must view their
fellow citizens as the ultimate addressees of their arguments in favor of the liberal ideal they
advocate. That individuals must be respected as sovereigns in constitutional matters is, from
such perspective, a matter of principle, while the particular institutional features of the liberal
ideal are considered a matter of prudence, to be discussed in terms of reasons that appeal to
citizens’ common interests. It is in this sense that Buchanan (1995/96: 267f.) argues against a
too narrow interpretation of the ideal of individual liberty:
“What is the ultimate maximand when the individual considers the organization of the
political structure? … (T)his maximand cannot be summarized as the maximization of
(equal) individual liberty from political-collective action. … A more meaningful
maximand is summarized as the maximization of (equal) individual sovereignty. This
objective allows for the establishment of political-collective institutions, but implies
that these institutions be organized so as to minimize political coercion of the
individual. … So long as one’s agreement to such political action is voluntary, the
individual’s sovereignty is protected even though liberty is restricted.”
It is the narrow interpretation of the ideal of individual liberty from which Buchanan distances
himself that is at the very heart of Rothbard’s free-market libertarianism. From its naturalrights based perspective the “purely free market” is seen as the order that is mandated, as a
matter of principle, by Rothbard’s “axiomatic-deductive” ethics. It is definitely not seen as a
constitutional ideal that liberals must advocate to their fellow citizens on prudential grounds,
i.e. in terms of reasons that appeal to their common interests.
When, in terms of their ways of advocating the ideal of individual liberty as private
autonomy, Buchanan and Rothbard represent the polar ends of the liberal spectrum, Hayek’s
evolutionary liberalism must be placed somewhere in between. Hayek’s argument for the
liberal order is obviously not cast in Buchanan-type contractarian terms, nor is it grounded in
a Rothbardian natural-rights approach. There are good reasons, though, to locate Hayek’s
thoughts on the virtues of the spontaneous market order and the discovery process of cultural
evolution closer to the Buchanan-end of the spectrum than to Rothbard’s side. A careful
14

reader of Hayek’s arguments cannot fail to see that he advocates his liberal ideal by providing
reasons why individuals may, on prudential grounds, want to live within a constitutional
framework that provides room for private autonomy and experimental discovery.28 He does
not, like natural-rights libertarians, portray the liberal order as the imperative implication of
unquestionable first principles, but emphasizes that the “defense of the free society must …
show … that the members of such a free society have a good chance successfully to use their
individual knowledge for the achievement of their individual purposes” (Hayek 1967: 164f.).
For him the market order is not a matter of logical necessity – or of principle – but a matter of
prudential constitutional choice. This is clearly reflected in his already mentioned statement
on the market as the “game of catallaxy”: “The individuals have reasons to agree to play this
game because it makes the pool from which the individual shares are drawn larger than it can
be made by any other method” (Hayek 1978: 137).
Hayek’s arguments on the “use of knowledge in society”

29

and on competition as a

discovery procedure which are at the core of his entire work can, in this sense, be understood
as providing prudential reasons for why individuals should prefer a market order and a
political constitution that leaves room for institutional variation and for cultural evolution to
play their knowledge-creating role.30 As the great advantage of a spontaneous, self-generating
order he emphasizes that it makes “possible the utilization of widely dispersed knowledge”
(Hayek 1978: 136), and on the advantage of competition he notes that it “is the most effective
discovery procedure which will lead to the finding of better ways for the pursuit of human
aims” (ibid.: 149).
Since for both, Hayek and Rothbard, Ludwig von Mises has been a most important
influence, it is worth mentioning that their divergent views reflect an ambiguity in Mises’ own
writings. While Rothbard may cite for his support Mises’ (2005:

61) statement that

“liberalism is derived from the pure science of economics and sociology which make no value
judgements,”

31

Hayek’s view may find support in Mises’ assertion that “liberalism has

28

Hayek (1967: 162): “Adam Smith and his followers developed the basic principles of liberalism in order to
demonstrate the desirability of their general application.”
29
In Hayek 1948, pp. 77-91.
30
Hayek (1973: 56) speaks of „the insight that the benefits of civilization rest on the use of more knowledge than
can be used in deliberately concerted effort.”
31
The context in which this sentence appears indicates, though, that Mises‘ statement need not at all be read as
an a-priori justification of liberalism but, instead, as asserting that – in advocating the ideal order – liberals can
count on the support of scientific insights that demonstrate the „unworkability” – and therefore the
unattractiveness – of potential alternative regimes. As Mises (ibid.: 61f.) puts it: “These sciences show us that of
all the conceivable alternative ways of organizing society only one, viz., the system based on private ownership
of the means of production, is capable of being realized, because all other conceivable systems … are
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always in view the good of the whole” (ibid.: xxii),32 and that liberals, if “they considered the
abolition of the institution of private property in the general interest, they would advocate that
it be abolished” (ibid.: 11).

Buchanan’s Contractarian Constitutionalism and Modern Liberalism
Once classical liberals recognize that consistency requires them to respect individuals as
constitutional sovereigns, and that it is to them that their arguments in support of the liberal
order must ultimately be addressed, it should be obvious that the question of how the process
of collective constitutional choice can be organized in such fashion that individuals can
meaningfully exercise their sovereignty at that level must be part of the liberal research
agenda. It is Buchanan’s singular merit to have devoted much of his research effort to
addressing this very question and to have, thereby, developed a classical liberal outlook at
democracy that complements, as a consistent counterpart, the traditional theory of the
spontaneous market order and the private law society. In fact Buchanan deserves to be
credited for having shown how the two liberal traditions, the “British” and the “Continental”,
that Hayek contrasts as if they were estranged relatives, can be integrated into one coherent
theoretical framework. About the two traditions Hayek (1978: 120) writes: “While to the
older British tradition the freedom of the individual in the sense of a protection by law against
all arbitrary coercion was the chief value, in the Continental tradition the demand for selfdetermination of each group concerning its form of government occupied the highest plain.
This lead to an early association and almost identification of the Continental movement with
the movement for democracy which is concerned with a different problem from that which
was the chief concern of the liberal tradition of the British type.”
By characterizing the British tradition as the “evolutionary type of liberalism” ( ibid.:
132) and the Continental tradition as the “constructivist type” (ibid.) Hayek made it appear as
if there were a fundamental conceptual divide between the two traditions, due to differences
in their respective views on how the rules of the liberal order came about or may be usefully

unworkable…” And further: “What liberalism maintains is … that for the attainment of the ends that men have
in mind only the capitalist system is suitable” (ibid.: 63).
32
Mises (2005: xxii f.): „…liberalism was the first political movement that aimed at promoting the welfare of
all…Liberalism is distinguished from socialism, which likewise professes to strive for the good of all, not by the
goal at which it aims, but by the means that it chooses to attain that goal.“
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modified, -- the British tradition emphasizing the role of evolutionary forces33, the
Continental tradition emphasizing the role of deliberate legislation. Focusing thereby attention
on what should be treated as matters of prudence Hayek distracted from the much more
important fact that, due to their shared individualistic value premise, the two traditions are
united in matters of principle, namely equally respecting individuals as sovereigns, a unity
that calls for their theoretical integration.
The need to achieve a theoretical integration of the liberal outlook at markets and the
individualistic approach to politics is exactly what Buchanan has emphasized in his work,
along with important suggestions for how such integration may be achieved. It is, as he has
stressed once and again, the generalization of the notion of “mutual gains from voluntary
exchange” from the market arena to the arena of political collective action that is the guiding
theme of his research program. As he puts it:
“If we adhere strictly to the individualist benchmark, there can be no fundamental
distinction between economics and politics, or more generally between economy and
polity. The state, as any other collective organization, is created by individuals, and
the state acts on behalf of individuals. Politics, in this individualistic framework,
becomes a complex exchange process, in which individuals seek to accomplish
purposes collectively that they cannot accomplish noncollectively or privately in any
tolerably efficient manner. The catallactic perspective on simple exchange of
economic goods merges into the contractarian perspective on politics and political
order” (Buchanan 2001[1988a]: 62]).
This is what Buchanan has in mind when he speaks of an “individualist-democratic
methodology” (1975: 5), when he describes himself as, “in basic values, an individualist, a
constitutionalist, a contractarian, a democrat – terms that mean essentially the same thing to
me” (ibid.: 11), or when he characterizes his approach as “democratic, which in this sense is
merely a variant of the definitional norm of individualism” (ibid.: 4).
Even if he has not as expressly as Buchanan emphasized the fact that their common
individualistic value premise unites the liberal ideal of individual liberty and the democratic
ideal of citizen sovereignty, Hayek (1948: 29) asserts: “True individualism not only believes
in democracy but can claim that democratic ideals spring from the basic principles of
individualism.”34 He has repeatedly pointed out that the legitimizing principle in democratic
33

Hayek (1978: 136): „The rules conducive to the formation of such a spontaneous order were regarded as the
product of long experimentation in the past. And though they were regarded as capable of improvement it was
thought that such improvement must proceed slowly and step by step as new experience showed it to be
desirable.”
34
Hayek (1978: 143): “Thus, though the consistent application of liberal principles leads to democracy,
democracy will preserve liberalism only if, and so long as, the majority refrains from using its powers to confer
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politics must be seen in “the consent of the people” (Hayek 1979: 3 and 4) and that the
“ultimate justification” for conferring the power to coerce to a democratic government is “that
all have … an interest in the existence of such power” (ibid.: 6).35
By contrast to natural-rights libertarians – whose failure to adequately separate matters
of principle from matters of prudence in the liberal doctrine impedes their capacity to
productively discuss policy issues with their fellow citizens – Hayek explicitly recognizes the
need for liberals to convince their fellow citizens of the advantages of the principles they
advocate.36 While they may well, so he argues, disagree with what the majority decides, they
can nevertheless agree to “majority rule as a method of deciding.”37 The principles that the
liberal advocates, so Hayek (1960: 115) argues, are “not proved wrong if democracy
disregards them, nor is democracy proved undesirable if it often makes what the liberal must
regard as wrong decisions.”38
Before concluding this paper it is worth mentioning an aspect of Buchanan’s
constitutional economics that even some of his most sympathetic readers have found puzzling,
which is, however, as I submit a straightforward implication of his contractarian outlook. As
an economic approach Buchanan’s constitutionalism starts naturally from the Smithean view
that it is not in counting on human “benevolence” that we can hope to build a “good society”
but in establishing and enforcing a framework of “rules of the game” that channel selfon its supporters special privileges which cannot be similarly offered to all citizens.” – It is worth noting that von
Mises has also emphasized the common individualist foundation of the ideals of liberalism and democracy. The
“nineteenth-century philosophy of liberalism,” he argued, “assigned supremacy to the common man. In his
capacity as a consumer the ‘regular fellow’ was called upon to determine ultimately what should be produced, in
what quantity and of what quality, by whom, how, and where; in his capacity as voter, he was sovereign in
directing his nation’s policies” (Mises 2005: xiii). – See also Mises (1949: 271): A “democratic constitution is a
scheme to assign to the citizens in the conduct of government the same supremacy the market gives them in their
capacity as consumers.”
35
Hayek (1960: 106): “To him (the liberal, V.V.) it is not from a mere act of will of the momentary majority but
from a wider agreement on common principles that a majority decision derives its authority. …( The) authority
of democratic decisions rests on … certain beliefs common to most members … (The) acceptance of such
common principles … is the indispensable condition for a free society.”
36
It is in a similar spirit when Mises (1985: 68) notes: “Government must be forced into adopting liberalism by
the power of the unanimous opinion of the people.”
37
Hayek (1960: 103f.): “Its (liberalism’s, V.V.) aim, indeed, is to persuade the majority to observe certain
principles. It accepts majority rule as a method of deciding, but not as an authority for what the decision ought to
be.” And further: “Majority decisions tell us what people want at the moment, but not what it would be in their
interest to want if they were better informed … True, there is the convention that the view of the majority should
prevail so far as collective action is concerned, but this does not in the least mean that one should not make every
effort to alter it. One may have profound respect for that convention and yet very little for the wisdom of the
majority” (ibid.: 109).
38
Hayek (1960: 115): “He (the liberal, V.V.) simply believes that he has an argument which, when properly
understood, will induce the majority to limit the exercise of its own powers and which he hopes it can be
persuaded to accept as a guide when deciding on particular issues.” – And further: “It is not ‘antidemocratic’ to
try to persuade the majority that there are limits beyond which its action ceases to be beneficial and that it should
observe principles which are not of its own deliberate making” (ibid.: 117).
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interested human behavior in socially beneficial directions. In the founding treatise of
constitutional economics, The Calculus of Consent, Buchanan and Tullock (1962: 23) note
that “the theory of markets or the competitive organization of economic activity is based” on
the Smithean insight that “insofar as possible, institutions and legal constraints should be
developed which will order the pursuit of private gain in such a way as to make it consistent
with” the common interest of the group as a whole. The aim they pursue with The Calculus is,
as they put it, to extend this very insight to the realm of politics, “pointing the way toward
those rules for collective choice-making, the constitution, under which the activities of
political tradesmen can be … reconciled with the interests of all members of the group” (ibid.:
23) in similar ways in which Smith had shown how “the self-seeking activities of the
merchant and the moneylender tend to further the general interests of everyone in the
community” (ibid.).
It is, however, one thing to explain how under “appropriate rules” self-interested
individuals can come to play mutually beneficial games, and it is quite another thing to
explain how self-interested individuals come to establish among themselves “appropriate
rules,” rules which serve their common interests. Common interests are a necessary but not a
sufficient requirement to achieve effective agreement in constitutional matters. To be sure, to
the extent that individuals are free to move between communities with different constitutional
regimes they may be able individually and separately to realize their constitutional
preferences by joining those regimes that best suit their preferences. Yet, in order for
individuals to be able to choose between different regimes these regimes must, in the first
place, be established and maintained within the communities between which they may move.
And for this internal problem of constitutional choice individual migration does not provide a
solution. Within each community rules that serve the common interest of all its members are
obviously a paradigm example of a collective good, and in large number settings there may,
as Buchanan (1999 [1989]: 370) points out, “exist little or no incentive for any single player
to participate actively in any serious evaluation of the rules,” such that “the fully rational
player will refrain from participating in the choice among regimes.”
What may have irritated some readers is the conclusion Buchanan (ibid.: 371) draws in
regard to the collective-good problem in constitutional choice, namely “that becoming
informed about, and participating in the discussion of, constitutional rules may require the
presence of some ethical precept that transcends rational interest for the individual.” Such
conclusion, they suspect, looks as if Buchanan’s economic approach admits defeat at the very
19

level of analysis that is its special domain, abandoning, when it comes to matters of
constitutional choice, the very behavioral assumption that is at the core of the economic
tradition in the social sciences. Yet, in my reading, Buchanan is here not calling for a shift in
behavioral assumptions but, instead, he diagnoses a plain fact, namely that in a community the
prospects of “playing a better game” will critically depend on its members willingness to
constructively participate in a constitutional discourse with the aim of identifying and
implementing rule-changes that promise mutual benefits. A community of narrowly selfinterested individuals who are simply unwilling to invest in such constructive participation
will simply fail to realize mutual gains that could be had. In the face of such dismal prospects
rational individuals should, in their capacity as member of communities, be able to recognize
that there are prudential grounds for them to encourage in each other an attitude of democratic
citizenship, a sense of shared responsibility for their common affairs. This is, I submit, the
essential message when Buchanan (ibid.; 369) states: “I want to suggest here that each one of
us, as a citizen, has an ethical obligation to enter directly and/or indirectly into an ongoing
and continuing constitutional dialogue.”
The constitutional interests that members of a community may have in common do not
become effective by themselves. They have to be politically implemented. This insight leads
to the recognition that the willingness to constructively participate in the project of
constitutional maintenance – or, in short, democratic citizenship – is an attitude that should be
deliberately cultivated. Calling for such an attitude does not mean to ask individuals to
sacrifice their own interests for the “common good.” It means, instead, asking them to do – in
their own interest – their share in maintaining the very prerequisites that allow them to
successfully pursue their own interests.

Conclusion
Hayek has been rightly praised for his most important role in the modern revival of classical
liberalism. I want to submit, though, that a truly “modern” liberalism must fill a void in the
classical liberal tradition that Hayek only started to address, namely to complement the welldeveloped liberal theory of the market by a consistent liberal theory of democracy.39 As I
have argued above, to have shown how this void may be filled is the specific contribution of
James Buchanan to a modern liberalism. It is not the least important feature of his
39

See on this issue also Vanberg 2008 and 2011.
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contractarian-constitutionalist approach that it draws attention to the fact that markets and
politics are both to be judged in terms of their capacity to allow the individuals involved to
realize mutual gains, and that – in contrasting market and democracy – we must keep in mind
that there is neither a “market as such” nor a “democracy as such.” Both, markets and
democracies exist only as arenas for social cooperation that are framed by specific “rules of
the game” and their working properties will be critically dependent on the nature of these
rules. Accordingly, liberals who care about how the prospects for individuals to realize mutual
gains, in the market arena as well as in politics, might be improved, should focus their
research ambitions on comparing specific institutional alternatives for how social cooperation
may be organized in both these realms.

21

References
Buchanan James M. 1975: The Limits of Liberty – Between Anarchy and Leviathan, Chicago:
The University of Chicago Press.
Buchanan, James M. 1979: What Should Economists Do? Indianapolis: Liberty Press.
Buchanan, James M. 1989: “Contractarian presuppositions and democratic governance,” in:
G. Brennan and L.E. Lomasky (eds.), Politics and Process – New Essays in Democratic
Thought, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 174-182.
Buchanan, James M. 1991: “Economists and the Gains from Trade,” in: The Economics and
Ethics of Constitutional Order, Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 109-123.
Buchanan, James M. 1995/96: “Federalism and Individual Sovereignty,” Cato Journal 15 (23): 259-268.
Buchanan, James M. 1999 [1986]: “The Constitution of Economic Policy,” in: The Logical
Foundations of Constitutional Liberty, The Collected Works of James M. Buchanan, Vol. 1,
Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 455-468.
Buchanan, James M. 1999 [1989]: “The Ethics of Constitutional Order,” in: The Logical
Foundations of Constitutional Liberty, The Collected Works of James M. Buchanan, Vol. 1,
Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 368-373.
Buchanan, James M. 1999 [1991]: “The Foundations of Normative Individualism,” in: The
Logical Foundations of Constitutional Liberty, The Collected Works of James M. Buchanan,
Vol. 1, Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 281-291.
Buchanan, James M. 2001 [1977]: “A Contractarian Perspective on Anarchy,” in: Choice,
Contract, and Constitutions. The Collected Works of James M. Buchanan, Vol. 16,
Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 15-27.
Buchanan, James M. 2001 [1988a]: “Contractarian Political Economy and Constitutional
Interpretation,” in: Choice, Contract, and Constitutions. The Collected Works of James M.
Buchanan, Vol. 16, Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 60-67.
Buchanan, James M. 2001 [1988b]: “Economists and the Gains from Trade,” in: Ideas,
Persons, and Events. The Collected Works of James M. Buchanan, Vol. 19, Indianapolis:
Liberty Fund, 135-152.
Buchanan, James M. 2001 [1990]: “The Contractarian Logic of Classical Liberalism,” In:
Choice, Contract, and Constitutions. The Collected Works of James M. Buchanan, Vol. 16,
Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 28-41.
Buchanan and G. Tullock 1962, The Calculus of Consent – Logical Foundations of
Constitutional Democracy, Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press.
Hayek, F.A. 1948: Individualism and Economic Order, Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press.
Hayek, F.A. 1960: The Constitution of Liberty, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.
22

Hayek, F.A. 1967: “The Principles of a Liberal Social Order,” in: Studies in Philosophy,
Politics and Economics, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 160-177.
Hayek, F.A. 1972: The Road to Serfdom (renewed edition), Chicago: The University of
Chicago Press.
Hayek, F.A. 1973: Law, Legislation and Liberty, Vol. 1, Rules and Order, London and
Henley: Routledge & Kegan Paul.
Hayek, F.A. 1976: Law, Legislation and Liberty, Vol. 2, The Mirage of Social Justice,
London and Henley: Routledge & Kegan Paul.
Hayek, F.A. 1978: “Liberalism,” in: New Studies in Philosophy, Politics, Economics and the
History of Ideas, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 119-151.
Hayek, F.A. 1979: Law, Legislation and Liberty, Vol. 3, The Political Order of a Free
People, London and Henley: Routledge & Kegan Paul.
Hoppe, H.-H. 1998: “Introduction,” in: M.N. Rothbard, The Ethics of Liberty, with a new
introduction by Hans-Hermann Hoppe, New York and London: New York University Press,
xi-xliii.
Hoppe, H.-H. 2001: Democracy – The God That Failed, New Brunswick and London:
Transaction Publishers.
Mises, Ludwig von 1949: Human Action -- A Treatise on Economics, New Haven: Yale
University Press.
Mises, Ludwig von 1957: Theory and History: An Interpretation of Social and Economic
Evolution, New Haven: Yale University Press.
Mises, Ludwig von 1985: Liberalism in the Classical Tradition, 3rd ed., San Francisco:
Cobden Press.
Mises, Ludwig von 2005: Liberalism – The Classical Tradition, Indianapolis: Liberty Fund.
Rothbard, Murray N. 1956: “Toward a Reconstruction of Utility and Welfare Economics.” In
Sennholz, M. (ed.) On Freedom and Free Enterprise – Essays in Honor of Ludwig von Mises,
Princeton N.J.: D. van Nostrand, 224-62.
Rothbard, Murray N. 1970: Man, Economy, and State – A Treatise on Economic Principles,
Los Angeles: Nash Publishing.
Rothbard, Murray N. 1998 [1982]: The Ethics of Liberty (with a new introduction by HansHermann Hoppe, New York: New York University Press.
Rothbard, Murray N. 2002 [1973]: For a New Liberty: The Libertarian Manifesto, rev. ed.,
Auburn: Ludwig von Mises Institute.
Smith, A. 1981 [1776]: An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations, 2
vols, Indianapolis: Liberty Classics (reprint of the 1976 Oxford University Press edition).
Vanberg, Viktor J. 1994: “Libertarian Evolutionism and Contractarian Constitutionalism,” in
Rules and Choice in Economics, Routledge: London and New York, 195-207, 285-286.
23

Vanberg, Viktor J. 1999: “Markets and regulation: on the contrast between free-market
liberalism and constitutional liberalism,” Constitutional Political Economy 10, 219-243.
Vanberg, Viktor J. 2005: “Market and state: the perspective of constitutional political
economy,” Journal of Institutional Economics 1, 23-49.
Vanberg, Viktor J. 2008: “On the complementarity of liberalism and democracy – a reading
of F.A. Hayek and J.M. Buchanan,” Journal of Institutional Economics 4, 139-161.
Vanberg, Viktor J. 2011: “Liberal constitutionalism, constitutional liberalism and
democracy,” Constitutional Political Economy 22, 1-30.

24

Freiburger Diskussionspapiere zur Ordnungsökonomik
Freiburg Discussion Papers on Constitutional Economics
2013
13/4

Vanberg, Viktor J.: James M. Buchanan's Contractarianism and Modern Liberalism

13/3

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Föderaler Wettbewerb, Bürgersouveränität und die zwei Rollen des
Staates

13/2

Bjørnskov, Christian / Dreher, Axel / Fischer, Justina A.V. / Schnellenbach, Jan /
Gehring, Kai: Inequality and happiness: When perceived social mobility and
economic reality do not match

13/1

Mayer, Thomas: Die Ökonomen im Elfenbeinturm: ratlos - Eine österreichische Antwort
auf die Krise der modernen Makroökonomik und Finanztheorie

2012
12/5

Schnellenbach, Jan: The Economics of Taxing Net Wealth: A Survey of the Issues

12/4

Goldschmidt, Nils / Hesse, Jan-Otmar: Eucken, Hayek, and the Road to Serfdom

12/3

Goldschmidt, Nils: Gibt es eine ordoliberale Entwicklungsidee? Walter Euckens Analyse
des gesellschaftlichen und wirtschaftlichen Wandels

12/2

Feld, Lars P.: Europa in der Welt von heute: Wilhelm Röpke und die Zukunft der
Europäischen Währungsunion

12/1

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Hayek in Freiburg

2011
11/4

Leuermann, Andrea / Necker, Sarah: Intergenerational Transmission of Risk Attitudes - A
Revealed Preference Approach

11/3

Wohlgemuth, Michael: The Boundaries of the State

11/2

Feld, Lars P. / Köhler Ekkehard A.: Zur Zukunft der Ordnungsökonomik

11/1

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Moral und Wirtschaftsordnung: Zu den ethischen Grundlagen
einer freien Gesellschaft

2010
10/5

Bernholz, Peter: Politics, Financial Crisis, Central Bank Constitution and Monetary Policy

10/4

Tietmeyer, Hans:
Erfahrungen

10/3

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Freiheit und Verantwortung: Neurowissenschaftliche Erkenntnisse und
ordnungsökonomische Folgerungen

10/2

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Competition among Governments: The State’s Two Roles in a
Globalized World

10/1

Berghahn, Volker: Ludwig Erhard, die Freiburger Schule und das ‘Amerikanische
Jahrhundert’

Soziale Marktwirtschaft in Deutschland - Entwicklungen und

2009
09/10

Dathe, Uwe: Walter Euckens Weg zum Liberalismus (1918-1934)

09/9

Wohlgemuth, Michael: Diagnosen der Moderne: Friedrich A. von Hayek

09/8

Bernhardt, Wolfgang: Wirtschaftsethik auf Abwegen

09/7

Mäding, Heinrich: Raumplanung in der Sozialen Marktwirtschaft: Ein Vortrag

09/6

Koenig, Andreas: Verfassungsgerichte in der Demokratie bei Hayek und Posner

09/5

Berthold, Norbert / Brunner, Alexander: Gibt es ein europäisches Sozialmodell?

09/4

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Liberal Constitutionalism, Constitutional Liberalism and Democracy

09/3

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Consumer Welfare, Total Welfare and Economic Freedom – On the
Normative Foundations of Competition Policy

09/2

Goldschmidt, Nils: Liberalismus als Kulturideal. Wilhelm Röpke und die kulturelle
Ökonomik.

09/1

Bernhardt, Wolfgang: Familienunternehmen in Zeiten der Krise – Nachhilfestunden von
oder für Publikumsgesellschaften?

2008
08/10

Borella, Sara: EU-Migrationspolitik. Bremse statt Motor der Liberalisierung.

08/9

Wohlgemuth, Michael: A European Social Model of State-Market Relations: The ethics of
competition from a „neo-liberal“ perspective.

08/8

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Markt und Staat in einer globalisierten Welt: Die ordnungsökonomische Perspektive.
Vanberg, Viktor J.: Rationalität, Regelbefolgung und Emotionen: Zur Ökonomik moralischer Präferenzen. Veröffentlicht in: V. Vanberg: Wettbewerb und Regelordnung,
Tübingen: Mohr, 2008, S. 241-268.
Vanberg, Viktor J.: Die Ethik der Wettbewerbsordnung und die Versuchungen der
Sozialen Marktwirtschaft

08/7
08/6
08/5

Wohlgemuth, Michael: Europäische Ordnungspolitik

08/4

Löwisch, Manfred: Staatlicher Mindestlohn rechtlich gesehen – Zu den gesetzgeberischen
Anstrengungen in Sachen Mindestlohn

08/3

Ott, Notburga: Wie sichert man die Zukunft der Familie?

08/2

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Schumpeter and Mises as ‘Austrian Economists’

08/1

Vanberg, Viktor J.: The ‘Science-as-Market’ Analogy: A Constitutional Economics
Perspective.

2007
07/9

Wohlgemuth, Michael: Learning through Institutional Competition. Veröffentlicht in: A.
Bergh und R. Höijer (Hg.). Institutional Competition, Cheltenham: Edward Elgar,
2008, S. 67-89.

07/8

Zweynert, Joachim: Die Entstehung ordnungsökonomischer Paradigmen – theoriegeschichtliche Betrachtungen.

07/7

Körner, Heiko: Soziale Marktwirtschaft. Versuch einer pragmatischen Begründung.

07/6

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Rational Choice, Preferences over Actions and Rule-Following
Behavior.

07/5

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Privatrechtsgesellschaft und ökonomische Theorie. Veröffentlicht in: K.
Riesenhuber (Hg.) Privatrechtsgesellschaft – Entwicklung, Stand und Verfassung des
Privatrechts, Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008, S. 131-162.

07/4

Goldschmidt, Nils / Rauchenschwandtner, Hermann: The Philosophy of Social Market
Economy: Michel Foucault’s Analysis of Ordoliberalism.

07/3

Fuest, Clemens: Sind unsere sozialen Sicherungssysteme generationengerecht?

07/2

Pelikan, Pavel: Public Choice with Unequally Rational Individuals.

07/1

Voßwinkel, Jan: Die (Un-)Ordnung des deutschen Föderalismus. Überlegungen zu einer
konstitutionenökonomischen Analyse.

2006
06/10

Schmidt, André: Wie ökonomisch ist der „more economic approach“? Einige kritische
Anmerkungen aus ordnungsökonomischer Sicht.

06/9

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Individual Liberty and Political Institutions: On the Complementarity of
Liberalism and Democracy. Veröffentlicht in: Journal of Institutional Economics, Vol.
4, Nr. 2, 2008, S. 139-161.

06/8

Goldschmidt, Nils: Ein „sozial temperierter Kapitalismus“? – Götz Briefs und die
Begründung einer sozialethisch fundierten Theorie von Markt und Gesellschaft.
Veröffentlicht in: Freiburger Universitätsblätter 42, Heft 173, 2006, S. 59-77.

06/7

Wohlgemuth, Michael / Brandi, Clara: Strategies of Flexible Integration and Enlargement
of the European Union. A Club-theoretical and Constitutional Economics Perspective.
Veröffentlicht in: Varwick, J. / Lang. K.O. (Eds.): European Neighbourhood Policy,
Opladen: Budrich, 2007, S. 159-180.

06/6

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Corporate Social Responsibility and the “Game of Catallaxy”: The
Perspective of Constitutional Economics. Veröffentlicht in: Constitutional Political
Economy, Vol. 18, 2007, S. 199-222.

06/5

Pelikan, Pavel: Markets vs. Government when Rationality is Unequally Bounded: Some
Consequences of Cognitive Inequalities for Theory and Policy.

06/4

Goldschmidt, Nils: Kann oder soll es Sektoren geben, die dem Markt entzogen werden
und gibt es in dieser Frage einen (unüberbrückbaren) Hiatus zwischen
‚sozialethischer’ und ‚ökonomischer’ Perspektive? Veröffentlicht in: D. Aufderheide,
M. Dabrowski (Hrsg.): Markt und Wettbewerb in der Sozialwirtschaft. Wirtschaftsethische Perspektiven für den Pflegesektor, Berlin: Duncker & Humblot 2007, S. 5381.

06/3

Marx, Reinhard: Wirtschaftsliberalismus und Katholische Soziallehre.

06/2

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Democracy, Citizen Sovereignty and Constitutional Economics.
Veröffentlicht in: Constitutional Political Economy Volume 11, Number 1, März 2000,
S. 87-112 und in: Casas Pardo, J., Schwartz, P.(Hg.): Public Choice and the
Challenges of Democracy, Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 2007, S. 101-120.

06/1

Wohlgemuth, Michael: Demokratie und Marktwirtschaft als Bedingungen für sozialen
Fortschritt. Veröffentlicht in: R. Clapham, G. Schwarz (Hrsg.): Die Fortschrittsidee und
die Marktwirtschaft, Zürich: Verlag Neue Zürcher Zeitung 2006, S. 131-162.

2005
05/13

Kersting, Wolfgang: Der liberale Liberalismus. Notwendige Abgrenzungen. In erweiterter
Fassung veröffentlicht als: Beiträge zur Ordnungstheorie und Ordnungspolitik Nr.
173, Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck 2006.

05/12

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Der Markt als kreativer Prozess: Die Ökonomik ist keine zweite Physik.
Veröffentlicht in: G. Abel (Hrsg.): Kreativität. XX. Deutscher Kongress für Philosophie.
Kolloquiumsbeiträge, Hamburg: Meiner 2006, S. 1101-1128.

05/11

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Marktwirtschaft und Gerechtigkeit. Zu F.A. Hayeks Kritik am Konzept
der „sozialen Gerechtigkeit“. Veröffentlicht in: Jahrbuch Normative und institutionelle Grundfragen der Ökonomik, Bd. 5: „Soziale Sicherung in Marktgesellschaften“,
hrsg. von M. Held, G. Kubon-Gilke, R. Sturn, Marburg: Metropolis 2006, S. 39-69.

05/10

Goldschmidt, Nils: Ist Gier gut? Ökonomisches Selbstinteresse zwischen Maßlosigkeit und
Bescheidenheit. Veröffentlicht in: U. Mummert, F.L. Sell (Hrsg.): Emotionen, Markt
und Moral, Münster: Lit 2005, S. 289-313.

05/9

Wohlgemuth, Michael: Politik und Emotionen: Emotionale Politikgrundlagen und
Politiken indirekter Emotionssteuerung. Veröffentlicht in: U. Mummert, F.L. Sell
(Hrsg.): Emotionen, Markt und Moral, Münster: Lit 2005, S. 359-392.

05/8

Müller, Klaus-Peter / Weber, Manfred: Versagt die soziale Marktwirtschaft? – Deutsche
Irrtümer.

05/7

Borella, Sara: Political reform from a constitutional economics perspective: a hurdle-race.
The case of migration politics in Germany.

05/6

Körner, Heiko: Walter Eucken – Karl Schiller: Unterschiedliche Wege zur Ordnungspolitik.

05/5

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Das Paradoxon der Marktwirtschaft: Die Verfassung des Marktes und
das Problem der „sozialen Sicherheit“. Veröffentlicht in: H. Leipold, D. Wentzel
(Hrsg.): Ordnungsökonomik als aktuelle Herausforderung, Stuttgart: Lucius & Lucius
2005, S. 51-67.

05/4

Weizsäcker, C. Christian von: Hayek und Keynes: Eine Synthese. In veränderter Fassung
veröffentlicht in: ORDO, Bd. 56, 2005, S. 95-111.

05/3

Zweynert, Joachim / Goldschmidt, Nils: The Two Transitions in Central and Eastern
Europe and the Relation between Path Dependent and Politically Implemented
Institutional Change. In veränderter Fassung veröffentlicht in: Journal of Economic
Issues, Vol. 40, 2006, S. 895-918.

05/2

Vanberg, Viktor J.: Auch Staaten tut Wettbewerb gut: Eine Replik auf Paul Kirchhof.
Veröffentlicht in: ORDO, Bd. 56, 2005, S. 47-53.

05/1

Eith, Ulrich / Goldschmidt, Nils: Zwischen Zustimmungsfähigkeit und tatsächlicher
Zustimmung: Kriterien für Reformpolitik aus ordnungsökonomischer und politikwissenschaftlicher Perspektive. Veröffentlicht in: D. Haubner, E. Mezger, H.
Schwengel (Hrsg.): Agendasetting und Reformpolitik. Strategische Kommunikation
zwischen verschiedenen Welten, Marburg: Metropolis 2005, S. 51-70.

Eine Aufstellung über weitere Diskussionspapiere ist auf der Homepage des Walter Eucken
Instituts erhältlich.

